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t was at the beginning of the sixties that, in particular, Japan, Hong Kong, India and Pakistan expanded their domestic cotton textile industry and began, on an increasing scale, to offer cotton textiles at low prices in the North American and West European markets. The governments of a number of industrialised countries thereupon found themselves under increasing pressure from the manufacturers threatened by these imports who called for protectionist measures. Although GATT provides for the possibility of applying protective tariffs against dumping (Art. VI GATT), to prove that the imports of cotton textiles were in fact a case of dumping would have been a prolonged and often difficult procedure, since the anti-dumping clause demands proof, among other things, that imports are actually priced below the costs of the supplying country. The exporters of these textiles; however, are for the most part typical low-wage countries, so that Art. VI GATT would probably not apply.
Art. XlX of GATT moreover permits emergency measures (customs duties and import restrictions) in the event of impending damage to domestic manufacturers through imports. This safeguard clause, however, has been invoked exceedingly rarely, mainly because it prohibits discriminatory application of protective measures against individual supplying * Johannes Gutenberg University.
INTERECONOMICS, September/October 1981 countries (i.e. such measures invariably affect all countries supplying the product groups in question) and because it permits the exporting countries concerned to revoke equivalent concessions.
Because of a general fear of recourse to unilateral protective measures the GATT representatives initiated multilateral negotiations which, towards the end of 1962, resulted in the conclusion of the Long-Term Arrangement regarding international trade in cotton textiles (LTA) . Soon, however, the nature of the problem changed fundamentally. Towards the end of the sixties it was no longer predominantly industrialised Japan that threatened the market shares of Western manufacturers, and it was no longer predominantly cotton textiles that caused the market disruptions. By then it was the developing countries which were increasingly stepping up their production and exports of those textiles which were not covered by the agreement.
From fear of a worldwide relapse into protectionism multilateral negotiations eventually took place, again on the initative of GATT; thus the Multi-Fibre Arrangement of 1973 (MFA I) also regulated non-cotton textiles. This agreement was due to expire in 1977 but, in spite of considerable conflicts of interest and under massive external pressure, was extended at the end of 1977 in REPORT the original wording (MFA II) 2. Admittedly the European delegation succeeded in having a supplementary protocol added which permitted, under special circumstances, temporary, so-called "reasonable departures" from the stipulations of the-agreement.
Aims and Provisions
The MFA represents the only industry-related exception to GATT so far and allows the participating countries certain departures, in their trade in textiles, from the strict principles of free trade. The aim of the agreement is to ensure an orderly development of international trade in textiles, a progressive opening of export markets, in particular to the developing countries, and the avoidance of market disruptions in the importing countries.
The agreement grants member countries the right to resort, under exceptional circumstances, to protective measures against other signatories. These measures, however, it is expressly stated, must not be used for the preservation of outdated structures; they are designed merely to provide temporary relief so that the necessary structural changes in the buyer countries can take place. A prerequisite for the application of protective measures is the causing, by the imports concerned, of a market disruption; this is regarded as being the case if the domestic producers have suffered, or are in danger of suffering, an appreciable loss as a result of the imports.
For the determination of a loss, either suffered or expected, a differentiated checklist of market disruption criteria, laid down in the MFA, is used.
In the event of a disruption of the market through imports, within the meaning of the MFA, the textileimporting countries may sign bilateral export selfrestraint pacts with the supplying countries concerned -a procedure basically incompatible with the principles of GAT1-3. To ensure that the interests of the supplying countries are also adequately taken into account the annual ceilings laid down by such bilateral arrangements should not be less than the level of imports actually achieved in the past and should be increased annually by a certain incremental rate (not less than 6 % unless especially grave circumstances prevail). If, however, appropriate inter-governmental 2 cf. Susan s t r a n g e : The management of surplus capacity: or how does theory stand up to protectionism 1970s style?, in: International Organization, Vol. 33 (1979) 
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consultations have yielded no results in spite of the threat of market disruption then unilateral import restrictions may be imposed. These may, moreover, -in divergence from Art. XlX GATT -be imposed selectively against specific supplying countries; in that case these countries may not derive from these measures any right to retaliation.
Observation and application of the terms of the MFA are watched over by a Textiles Surveillance Body appointed and controlled by the GATT Textiles Committee.
The EC's Textile Trade Policy
One of the most interesting examples of the practical application of the MFA, and one of the most significant for the export possibilities of the developing countries, is the system of self-restraint agreements negotiated by the EC since 1977 for its member states with 28 supplying countries.
The textile and clothing products imported by the EC member states were divided into six product categories according to their sensitivity (EC imports as a percentage of total EC consumption) according to the figures for 1976. Only for highly sensitive products (goods of category 1)4 does the EC in principle agree fixed ceilings with the supplying countries concerned 5. To this end the EC has estimated the consumption trend to be expected for the period 1978 to 1982 and derived therefrom certain import volumes for the totality of lowcost countries, volumes which it regards as politically and economically bearable for the EC as a whole (global ceilings). These global ceilings perform a dual function. First, these overall import quantities are shared out within the Community in accordance with a definite formula, the so-called burden-sharing, in the form of member state quotas. Second, maximum amounts for the individual low-cost countries are derived from the global ceilings. According to the supply capacity of the exporting country and the sensitivity of the product groups, differentiated annual growth rates (between 0.5 and 5 %) were laid down for the agreed ceilings.
The textile and clothing products of EC product categories 2 to 5 are subject to quantitative restrictions in bilateral agreements only if the supplies from the country concerned are regarded as exceptionally high.
However, safeguard clauses apply to quantitatively 4 These are products with an import percentage in consumption of over 20 %, viz. cotton yarns, cotton fabrics, synthetic fabrics, T-shirts, pullovers, trousers, ladies' blouses and shirts. s Goods of this category alone accounted for over 60 % of EC textiles imports in 1976.
